manuscript has four appendices containing masoretic lists, variations between Eastern and Western manuscripts, rubrics from the Diqdûqê ha-Te^amim and several lists oí piene or defective words, or with different readings. The parashiyot and the sedarim are indicated by the letters wno or o in the margin.
The rich masorah of the manuscript Ml often enlarges the information given by other manuscripts. In the following examples of the book of Exodus we observe that Ml does not share the errors of L. Ml offers the correct masorah in all the cases and, in many of them it gives more details in its MP than Or 4445 or Ben Hayyim. The lemma is the text of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS). Since some of the discrepancies of L are indicated by Weil in BHS, his information is included^. Cairo and Aleppo manuscripts have obviously been excluded because they do not contain Exodus. Stuttgartensia (s.l. 1994) .
^ But in the other case, Ex 9:11, it writes in MP on i.
(C) Consejo Superior L notes i in MP of Gen 1:2; 1 D i TÌ1DI tNDDV) boi u in Gen 41:38; t n 1 niDi bNìDVt) bDi K> in Num 24:2; and finally, the correct one in IChron 15:1: nin> n n n D i niD Î7K1D\Î) !7D1 n. In the other four cases it does not write any masorah. Neither in these cases nor in those of Samuel it presents masorah magna.
BHS corrects the masorah of L and notes the correct one (n nin> n n n Q i niDi t^KiDV) bDi) in all the cases except Gen 1:2 and IChron 24:20 in which it notes » n n n D i niDi t?NiDV) !7D1 V)>!71 ni n.
Out of the four cases we can collate in Or 4445, the manuscript writes the correct one (n) in three of them, and in Num 24:2 it writes \i)>bi o in MP but notes n with the simanim in MM.
Finally, Ben Hayyim edition notes n in all the cases except in Ezequiel which has no masorah. The MM is developed in Gen 1:2, 41:38; and Num 24:2. In Samuel, it notes n in three cases {ISam 10:6, 19:9; 2Sam 23:2), it has no masorah in ISam 16:13 and writes > in ISam 16:14. This is likely because the text is ni"ii. In the first case, ISam 10:6 it says: !7np>i n o i ^vm >P1 D>oi n in MM.
To sum up, all the sources reflect some confusion in the notices, but Ml can be considered as representative of the best In spite of the complexity of the masorah of this passage, the manuscript Ml shows the same accuracy than L or Or 4445. We observe that its coherence is similar to the other manuscripts and to other books of reference as well, but sometimes Ml even offers more detailed notices or gives more than one possibility.
Another particular case is Ex 7:24, in the word n' nvyt?:
MP on i Ben Hayyim MP pn "r MM {Gen 23:1) niw »n nv)nû T"DI o>Nt?D ot7D, and gives the four cases in MM of Genesis.
The four cases referred to in L and Ben Hayyim are Ex 7:24, 15:23 and 17:1, and Gen 24:19; but Ml does not contain Ex 9:33 to 24:7, so it is not possible to check the cases of Ex 15:23 and 17:1. The four cases in Or 4445 do not present any variation in relation to L; even in the passage of Gen, Ml says on i in MP. nn\yb also appears in Ex 7:21 and in Ml is also defective. Other manuscripts do not record this case. Ben Hayyim notes the four cases in the MM of Gen, with no variants. MP of Ex 7:24 most probably is an error in Ml.
In general terms, Ml agrees with those manuscripts best considered; in some cases it gives more specific information and in other cases it shows different notes which are generally soundly based. Only in one case Ml has probably an erroneus masorah, that of Ex 7:24.
In order to widen the scope of the Spanish manuscripts, Or 2201 of the British Library has been also consulted^. It is dated in Toledo in 1246 and consists of 368 folios containing the whole Hebrew Bible. Parashiyot and sedarim are indicated and it has a characteristic of very ancient manuscripts, which is the rarely use of the metheg. The masorah parva and magna appear in the margins, as in Ml. In spite of being a very good manuscript, and having a very clear masorah, it does not help in the cases under discussion because it has no masorah in any of them.
In contrast to these conclusions, the manuscript Ml gives further support to the fact that, in Spanish tradition, it represents one of the best codices we have. Contrasting its masorah with the masorah of manuscript M2, which was also used for the composition of Cisnero's Polyglot, could give more evidences on the good quality of Spanish manuscripts.
Although some inconsistences are found in manuscript Ml, the good quality of the text and masorah of that codex leads us to classify it as very close to Ben Asher tradition, heading a second class group of manuscripts. It can be considered one of the best codices of the Spanish school, much better than many others taken as good ones in the history of the Biblical tradition. 
RESUMEN
Estudio de varias notas masoréticas del libro de Éxodo en el manuscrito Ml (118-Z-42) de la Universidad Complutense de Madrid. Se comparan esas masoras con otras que aparecen en los manuscritos Or 4445 y L, así como en la edición de BHS y Ben Hayyim, con el fin de demostrar la proximidad de la tradición española a la tiberiense y también la gran calidad de los manuscritos españoles. 
